
October 31,2005 06:06 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Wasbington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am one 
of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee plan. 
The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid cellular 
phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the flat 
fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls would 
pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low-volume and 
primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden as high- 
volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Cbair Kevin Martin, Congress 

cc: 

Senator Mark Dayton 
Representative John Kline 
Senator Norm Coleman 



Nancy Frede 
657 Oak h e .  Grand Marsh. Wisconsin 53936 

Senator Herb Kohl 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Sexvice Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessaqy. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on 
small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including l i s  to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure. I am charged fairly. If the 
FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 
I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax 
could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on th is  matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ 



Nancy Frede 
657 Oak Lane, Grand Marsh, Wisconsin 53936 

Representative Tom Petri 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2462 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

ovember 02,2005 01:03 PM NOV - 9 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 1 
DOCKET FILE COW QRfGlNAL 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Petk 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to c h g e  
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my fknds,  family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on 
small businesses all acfoss America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including l i s  to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not r e q k  companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the 
FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 
I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax 
could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC chair Kevin- - p 



Nancy Frede 
657 Oak Lane, Grand Marsh, Wisconsin 53936 

Senator Russell Feingold 
US. Senate I - 9 2005 I 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 +LOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL - 
Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change 
the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, 
including me, my f?iends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change 
proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 
to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on 
small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am a m  that federal law does not q u i r e  companies to recover, or "pass dong'' these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the 
FCC goes to a numbem taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 
I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax 
could dispmportionately a t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

1 

2_______ Sincerely, 



. 
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1 FCC - MAILROO' ' Marston Birkv 
P. 0. Box 245 , W&sa, Indiana 46573-024s 

November 2,2005 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I 
am one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the 
flat fee plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use 
prepaid cellular phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping 
the flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear 
from me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un- 
American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls 
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low- 
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund 
burden as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee 
proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

cc: 

Senator Richard Lugar 
Representative Mark Souder 
Senator Evan Bayh 



I Ken Filene I NOV - 9 2005 
720 calle casita , san clemente, California 92673-272 

5 0551 PM 

Representative Ken Calved 
US. House of Representatives 
2201 Raybum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Calved: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not requke 
companies to recover, or “pass along“ these fees to their customers, the d i t y  is that they 
do. As a collsumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with 
top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could dispmportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

sin-1y7 b 
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' " j  Eileen Huggins 
113 Panama St. , Elizabeth C i ,  Noah 

November 01,2005 M:58 PM 

Representative G. Buttdeld 
U.S. House OfRepmtatives 
4 13 Cannon House Oilice Building 

Subject Re. Federal-State Joint Board on Univmal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Dear Representative Buttertield: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. Ifthe FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources w i d y  should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-inme residential and nual consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unatlbrdable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the hding 
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF 
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links 
to FCC infinmation. While I am aware that f e d 4  law does not require companies to 
recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a 
consumer I would like ~ lwre  I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, 
my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC 
officials, the FCC has plans to change to a Oat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
thismatter. 



S i d v .  , 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress J 
The Federal Communiations Commission aet 



Sandra westmorela 
670 crooked run road, elizabeth city, North Carolina 27909 

November 01,2005 12:03 PM 

Representative G. Butterfield 
US. House of Representatives 
4 1 3 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Buttefield: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is c m n t l y  collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding 
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with 
top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



. 
a 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

sandra westmoreland 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



I NOV - 9 2005 I 
201 Willowbrook Dr. , Kingston, Tennessee 37763-8300 

November 01,2005 12:38 PM 

Senator Lamar Alexander 
U.S. Senate 
302 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fail Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



. 

NOV - 9 2005 1 
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Nancy McFall 
4 104 Legion Dr. 
Covington, Georgia 30014 

November 02,2005 0454 AM 

FCC 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin 
445 12th St., sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF f?om high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality 
is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 



I66 16 Holder Road, Shirleysburg, Pennsylvania 17260-9603 

November 0 1,2005 

FCC Chairman, Kevin J Martin, 
445 12Ih St. SW, Washington, DC, 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

12:12 P.M. 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of 
long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A fiat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their pholl es due to unafiiordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden ofthe USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical 
and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on sll lall businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is 
that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has 
plans to change to a fiat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



I 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Debra Cramer 

cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



Terry Kelly 
8386 N.3 Lane, Gladstone, Michigan 49837 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 

NOV - 9 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 

- 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the hnd as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the fUnding 
burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



. 
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Thank bou for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 



I 1 N O V  - 9 2005 

FCC - MAILROOM 1 
Darlene Schlemmer 
506 Harvey St, Kent, Ohio 44240 

November 01,2005 06:24 PM 

Representative Tim Ryan 
US. House of Representatives 
222 Cannon House Office Building 
Washingt~q DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ryan: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my fiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behK letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

a No. of Cooim rec'd 
List ABCDE . ~ 



Thank you for yo& dontinued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, I 
Darlene Schlemmer I \ -  \ '\ hhi 6 9 (, /L L~L!  
cc: 

The Federal Communications Commission not 



I NOV - 9 2005 I 

NovemberOI. 2005 0457 PM 

Senator Elizabeth Dole 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, DC 20510-0001 
5 5 5 ~ s e o a t e o f f i c e & l i l d i n g  

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal sffvice CC Docket %-45 

Dear senator Dde: 

I have serious co~;e~as regding the Federal C- Commissions’ (FCC) position to 
-theUIliversat Service Fund 

by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, U S  isamw&ycolktedon a reye~ie basis. Peoplewh use more pay more 
into the system JftheFCC changesthat system to aflat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one. thousand n6nutesamonthoftoagdistanq p a y s t h e n m e ~ i d o t h e  W a s s ~ n e o n e  

wisely should not bepenatized for doing so 

A flat feetax could cause many low-vokune hgdistraxnsers, Like s t u b q  prepaid wirekss 
users, senior citizens and loW-im;omeresideotial . dntratawtsumergtogiveuptheirphones 
due to un&dabk twatidykueases on their&. SM&g the fkRdirrg burdea of the USF 
&om high volume to low-volume users is radical and umecesq. In addition, it would have a 
@@Y- e f f e c t o n d t .  ailacro5sAmaica 
The Keep USFFair CoaWon, ofwhich I amamember, keepsmeinfonaed about the USF issue 
witb nmnthty8ewJlettersandup to date kfomatm . OR teeirwebsite, induding links to FCC 
mformatian while I am aware that fed& law does not require cumpank to recover, or “pass 
along”thesefeestotheir~~thereaiityis&ttbeydo. A s a a m m e r i d L i k e  
ensure I am charged tidy. Ifthe FCC goes to a rannbers taxed, my sewice will cost more. And 
amandkgtothecoetitioR’s receat mtxhgs with topFCC otficiats, theFCC has ptanS to change 
to a ftat fee system soon and without legislation. 

coinmu&. I request you pass along my concerns to theFCC on my- letthrg them kRow 
how aflatfeetracoutddispropoAmatelyaffectthosemyourconstitufftcy. 

collectim methad to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
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Commissionnot The Federal c0mrmMCat”ls . .  



Marissa Reilly I FCC-MAILROOM I 
3357 Old Pond Rd. , Johns Island, South Carolina 29455 

November 01,2005 12:29 PM 

Senator Jim Demint 
U. S. Senate 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Demint: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 
to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many 
of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively 
impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who 
uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as 
someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited 
resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their 
phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of 
the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it 
would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF 
issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to 
FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, 
or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I 
would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will 
cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC 
has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them 
know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely,. 

cc : 

The Federal Communications Commission note 



11 Belleview h e  , Ossining, New York 10562-4309 

November 0 1,2005 1 1 : 19 AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If'the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume io low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



c 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

k F C C  Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

AnnLor an 

cc: 

The Federal Comunications Commission not 



Douglas Pippin 
154 Mountain Laurel Lane 
Fletcher, NC 28732-5707 

Senator Richard Burr 

November 02,2005 , 
NOV - 9 2005 1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 
As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 
A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases'on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental 
effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and np to date information on their website, inciuding links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, 0; "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure1 am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my serviae will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat. fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yousfor.your continued work and I look.fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 
. .  ( .  
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Carol Branded 
746 Manchester Road, Salina, Kansas 67401-5210 

ember 01,2005 11:33 AM 

NuV - 9 2005 

2443 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 6)OCj(ET FQ,? [ ; [)py ~fljcjf i];\~ 

Representative Jerry Moran 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Wa~hinpt~n ,  DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Moran: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) 
position to change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat 
fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be 
negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay 
more into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that 
someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount 
into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents 
who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid 
wireless users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up 
their phones due to d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding 
burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the 
USF issue with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, 
including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a 
numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon 
and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to 
my community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting 
them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately d e c t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on 
this matter. 
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Senator Evan Bayh 
U.S. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

November 01,2005 06 05 PM 

larry DeLong 
Box 142 , A v h ,  hchana 461 10 

List AGCOE - _D VI 

h'o OfCOOi@ 

-------- _-_ 

&&J&&, (;UP/ Ofll,GI$!A!- Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service C 

Dear Senator Bayh: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the k n d  as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unafTordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the fknding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC oficials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 
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Ernestine F. Manzo FCC - MAILRC "M 1 

November 02,2005 

Senator Frank Lautenberg 
U S .  Senate 
324 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lautenberg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends and family, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
&om high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer 1 would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 
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I FCC - MAILAOC-J Stella McDonald 
5408 N. Walnut, Spokane, Washington 99205 

November 02,2005 12 13 PM 

Representative Cathy McMoms 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1708 Longworth House Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McMorris: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting the hnding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. Ifthe FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 



Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

&CC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Stella McDonald 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



I RECEIVED & INSPECTEL 

Nicole Albert 
102 Escobar Ct., Los Gatos, California 95032 

November 01,2005 1053 PM 

FCC 
Chairman Kevin J. Martin 

Washington, DC, 20554 
445 12" St. sw 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses 
one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 



I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know 
how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your time, and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, y4- 
&cole Albert 



Curtis D Conley 
10052A Grove Ct , Westminster, Colorado 8003 1 

Dear Senator Allard: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their 
bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Gengiws 

~ 

I 

Senator Wayne Allard 
U.S. Senate 
521 Dirksen Senate Office Building 

~ Sincerely, 

~- 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

&@XET FlLF C O W  OflJgJfij;\i- Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9 



NOV - 9 2005 

Joh 
7310 E. McKinley Street 
Scottsdale, Az. 85257 

November 2, 2005 

FCC Chairman Kevin Martin 
The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I am 
one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the flat fee 
plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use prepaid 
cellular phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping the 
flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear from me 
again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un-American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls 
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. In other words, low- 
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund burden 
as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee proposal. 

Thank you 

/John / XY+ Rattazz 

cc: 

Senator John McCain 
Senator Jon Kyl 
Representative J.D. Hayworth 



I -  
(:.: \ I 

October 31,2005 05:41 PM 

The Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear The Federal Communications Commission: 

The flat-fee Universal Service Fund proposal is unfair. I urge you to oppose this plan. I 
am one of the millions of consumers that will be unfairly taxed at a higher rate under the 
flat fee plan. The flat-fee would mean a tax hike for people like me -- consumers that use 
prepaid cellular phones or make few long distance calls. 

I support the Keep USF Fair Coalition, and monitor this issue on their website. Stopping 
the flat fee tax is important to my family - not to mention my pocket book. You will hear 
from me again, until this issue is resolved fairly! The flat-fee is unfair, and un- 
American. 

Under the flat fee proposal you are considering, people who make few long distance calls 
would pay the same as people or businesses that make many calls. in other words, low- 
volume and primarily residential customers would bear the same universal service fund 
burden as high-volume residential or business customers. I urge you to reject this flat-fee 
proposal. 
Thank you. 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 

Sincerely, 

Phyllisha King 

cc: 

Senator Christopher Bond 
Senator Jim Talent 
Representative k e  Skelton 


